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The Official Action dated November 9, 2009 imposes an election of species 
requirement and requests that Applicant elect one of three identified species. 
However, because of internal inconsistencies in the Official Action, it is difficult to 
correlate the identified sections in the specification with the identified functions. 
Accordingly, Applicant hereby elects species II, but contends that the species is not 
accurately defined by page 23, paragraph 64. Applicant elects the species wherein 
the image formation device is used for printing and when no IC tag is found in the 
document a blank page is outputted. At least claims 1 , 7, 13, 18, 32, and 33 read on 
the elected species. 

Applicant further submits that claims 21 - 23, 25 - 27, 29, 31 , and 34 are not 
covered by any of the three alleged species. Thus, Applicant may be deprived of an 
opportunity to have such claims examined. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully 
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requests that the Examiner examine claims 1 , 7, 1 3, 1 8, 21 - 23, 25 - 27, 29, 31 , 32, 
33, and 34. 

In the event that the Examiner refuses to examiner claims 21 - 23, 25 - 27, 29, 
31 , and 34, the Examiner is respectfully requested to identify how such claims recite 
mutually exclusive characteristics of the elected species, and how such claims 
require a different field of search, etc. In other words, the Examiner is required to 
explain what the mutually exclusive characteristics of such species are, and why the 
species require a different field of search. 

With regard to the telephone interview with Examiner Cruz on December 7, 
2010, Applicant's attorney discussed the election requirement. In particular, 
Applicant's attorney argued that because of internal inconsistencies in the Official 
Action, it is difficult to correlate the identified sections in the specification with the 
identified functions. However, the Examiner did not agree to withdraw the 
requirement. 

Respectfully submitted, 
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